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Appendix E: Letters of Comment and Letters of Response









May 23, 2001

Carol Staley
13421 N. Ferndale Drive
Hayden ID 83835

Dear Ms. Staley:

Thank you for the comment provided by you on the North Fork Coeur d’Alene River Sub-basin
Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs).  A considerable amount of comment was received
on these documents.  Comments raising legal issues comprised some of this comment.  Response to the
comment and revision of the Sub-basin Assessment (SBA) and the TMDLs has taken some time since the
close of comment on January 22, 2001.

The comments made by you as we understood them and our responses follow.  If a revision was made to
the documents this is noted.  A responsiveness summary of all the comment will be submitted with the
assessment and TMDLs.  If you wish to review the comments of others and our response and actions taken,
this document should be consulted.

Comment 1: It is clear cutting that has affected the river causing bank erosion from the peak flows.

Response 1: The flood frequency of the North Fork is analyzed on page 11 of the Sub-basin Assessment.
The analysis examines the peak discharge events over the past sixty-two years.  It finds that the 1974 and
1996 high discharge events are the largest of record. The 1933 event is thought to be the largest flood of
historic times based on photographic evidence.  The 1974 and 1996 events are listed in their order of size.
The history of logging is clear that clear-cuts began in the forty's and fifty's and intensified through the
1960's and 1970's and decelerated into the 1980's.  The flood history does not support the argument that
clear-cutting has caused greater flood discharges.

The riverbed has filled with cobble materials.  This phenomena is related to erosion rates.  The presence of
this material in the channel has caused discharges of lower amounts to result in more over bank flooding,
causing the impression that higher discharges have occurred with the proliferation of clear-cutting.

The sub-basin assessment was strengthened on page 11 to better describe the flooding affect.

Comment 2: Clearing of vegetation in the river valley and alterations to the banks (sand beach) is causing
sedimentation.

Response 2: Clearing and harvest of riparian vegetation along the river has depleted the amount of large
organic debris (LOD)(tree trucks and stumps) in the river.  These materials have been demonstrated in
recent years to be beneficial in sediment storage and habitat creation in the river.  Most bank alterations of
which we are aware have armored the banks with large rock. Sediment input from eroding banks was
inventoried and a model sediment yield from this source developed.

The assessment was strengthened to point out the role of LOD and its depletion from the river.  This is a
habitat concern which cannot be addressed by the TMDL process.

Comment 3: Small streams run clear while the North Fork runs muddy.  Wouldn't the tributaries run muddy
if logging roads were the cause?
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Response 3: Visual observations of sediment in streams especially by stream color can be misleading.
Sediment and especially large sediment particles (gravel and cobble) are transported episodically.  Often
such episodes are missed.  It is a common observation that heavily roaded watersheds as Steamboat Creek
evidence a large amount of sediment entrainment during high discharge events.

Comment 4: Forest Service remedial efforts where LOD was added to the stream did not work.

Response 4: DEQ agrees these efforts did not work, because the stream bed of the North Fork and its
tributaries are destabilized by the large amount of bed load in-stream and the general lack of very large
cedars which likely stabilized the North Fork prior to development.

The SBA was strengthened to explain the LOD interactions.

Comment 5: A major contributor is dust from the adjacent roads.

Response 5: Dust from adjacent roads probably contributes some sediment to the North Fork. Based on an
air quality analysis of road dust, the assumption of 100 trips per day over a 120-day season and 18 miles of
road adjacent to the river, 32 tons of dust would be generated.  If all the generated dust entering the river,
32 tons of sediment would enter the river.  Given the very conservative assumptions that would over-
estimate the contribution this is only 0.1% of the sediment load modeled for the river.

 Comment 6: A recent likely major contributor is soil removal.

Response 6: Soil removal is a concern in the floodplain and especially on slopes above the river (Teacup
Ranch).  Since most of the removal has to date occurred on relatively flat grounds and has left a residue of
large particles, it is not likely to be a large source of sediment.  Removal of soils on slopes will be of
greater concern.

Thank you for the comments that were developed on the North Fork Coeur d’Alene River Sub-basin
Assessment and TMDLs.  If you have questions concerning our responses or the actions taken, please
contact me at 208-769-1422.

Sincerely,

Geoffrey W. Harvey
Watershed Coordinator











May 23, 2001

Eric Klepfer
Director of Environmental Affairs
Coeur d'Alene Mines
595 Front Avenue
P.O. Box 1
Coeur d'Alene ID83816-0316

Dear Eric:

Thank you for the comment provided by Coeur d’Alene Mines on the North Fork Coeur d’Alene River
Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs).  A considerable amount of comment
was received on these documents.  Comments raising legal issues comprised some of this comment.
Response to the comment and revision of the Sub-basin Assessment (SBA) and the TMDLs has taken some
time since the close of comment on January 22, 2001.

The comments made by Coeur as we understood them and our responses follow.  If a revision was made to
the documents this is noted.  A responsiveness summary of all the comment will be submitted with the
assessment and TMDLs.  If you wish to review the comments of others and our response and actions taken,
this document should be consulted.

Comment 1: The data is inadequate in respect to seasonality. Water quality, flow discharge and therefore
calculated metals loadings are inaccurate. Example: EPA required ten (10) years of data for Coeur's
Kensington Project in Alaska.

Response 1: The TMDL goals are based on 7Q10, 10th, 50th and 90th percentile flows.  These flows are
well established from nearby watersheds and the sub-basin assessment (SBA) clarifies how these flows are
developed.  These flows account for the seasonality of the TMDL goals.  The stream discharge data
developed by DEQ provides seasonality that mirrors the calculated values.  These same data included
metals loads measured in-stream.  The mine adit data is limited but is from the same database used to
develop the Coeur d'Alene Basin Metals TMDL.  The Gem adit discharge data is the most extensive mine
adit discharge record available.  The rule of TMDL development is to use the best available data.  The best
available data was used to develop the North Fork metals TMDLs.

Comment 2: Data should reflect local conditions; designated uses should be determined attainable.

Response 2: The entire data set used to develop the SBA and TMDLs is a local database, which reflects
local conditions.  This argument pertains most closely to the Silverton data used to develop the discharge
seasonality.  The Silverton station is located in the same mountain range, with the same general vegetation
and the same climate.  It reflects local conditions.

The designated uses for these streams are cold water biota and primary or secondary contact recreation as
defined by the Idaho Water Quality Standards and Wastewater Treatment Requirements (IDAPA
58.01.02.101.01.a.) The SBA states these designations.
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Comment 3: Gem adit discharge data limited to one-year.

Response 3: The Gem Adit data is limited to a single year but it is the best available data for adit discharge
(see response to Coeur comment #1).

Comment 4: Data missing for August and September 2000 in Beaver and EF Eagle Creeks and January
2000 in Prichard Creek.

Response 4: The August and September 2000 data is added to the record.  These results were not available
as the draft SBA and TMDLs were developed, but are now available.  The January 2000 Prichard record
was not collected by the USGS.  This is a data gap that cannot be filled.  DEQ continues to monitor
Prichard Creek at Murrey and will include these data as they become available.

Comment 5: Assessment assumes all dissolved metals from adits are point sources that are all delivered to
the adjacent stream without attenuation.

Response 5: The North Fork metals TMDLs use the same conservative assessment as the Coeur d'Alene
Basin Metals TMDL that all metals are delivered to the stream.  As these adit discharges are addressed in
the implementation of the TMDL plan the opportunity will be afforded to demonstrate and be credited with
attenuation.

Comment 6: Attenuation in-stream is not accounted for in the TMDL. Loading capacities at higher flow do
not reflect the higher attenuation only the higher flow.

Response 6: Attenuation is accounted for in-stream in this TMDL.  The load reductions required at each
flow tier is the difference between the calculated TMDL goals based on the discharges and the metals
standards and the metals loads measured in-stream by DEQ.  The in-stream measurements themselves
account for any metals that are attenuated by the stream.  Thus in-stream attenuation is accounted for in this
TMDL.

Comment 7: Anti-degradation rules are misapplied.

Response 7: Anti-degradation does not apply to impaired waters. It applies only to waters that are below
the standards thresholds.  The TMDL does not mention anti-degradation nor does it misapply it.  For
further explanation the Coeur is referred to page 24 of the Coeur d'Alene Basin Metals TMDL.

Thank you for the comments that were developed on the North Fork Coeur d’Alene River Sub-basin
Assessment and TMDLs.  If you have questions concerning our responses or the actions taken, please
contact me at 208-769-1422.

Sincerely,

Geoffrey W. Harvey
Watershed Coordinator































May 23, 2001

William Booth
Hecla Mining Company
6500 Mineral Dr.
Coeur d'Alene ID 83815-8788

Dear Bill:

Thank you for the comment provided by Hecla Mining Company on the North Fork Coeur d’Alene River
Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs).  A considerable amount of comment
was received on these documents.  Comments raising legal issues comprised some of this comment.
Response to the comment and revision of the Sub-basin Assessment (SBA) and the TMDLs has taken some
time since the close of comment on January 22, 2001.

The comments made by Hecla as we understood them and our responses follow.  If a revision was made to
the documents this is noted.  A responsiveness summary of all the comment will be submitted with the
assessment and TMDLs.  If you wish to review the comments of others and our response and actions taken,
this document should be consulted.

Comment 1: The TMDLs fail to comply with applicable federal and state laws & regulations.

Response 1: DEQ believes the TMDL meets the requirements of state and federal law.  The TMDL
contains all those elements required by Idaho Code section 39-3611, CWA section 303d and 40 CFR 130.7.
A similar metals TMDL was approved by EPA for the South Fork of the CDA and similar sediment
TMDLs, using the same model as was used for the North Fork TMDL, were  approved for Wolf Lodge,
Cougar, Kidd, Mica and Latour Creeks. DEQ believes the TMDL meets the requirements of state and
federal law.

Comment 1a: Neither of the proposed TMDLs are required under CWA section 303(d)(1) because TMDLs
are only required for waters impaired by point sources operating under technology based effluent
limitations.   The proposed TMDLs, if necessary at all are clearly intended to be TMDLs under CWA
section 303(d)(3).

Response 1a: DEQ disagrees that TMDLs are only required for waters impaired by point sources.  TMDLs
are a part of the water quality-based approach under section 303 of the Clean Water Act that is clearly not
limited to point sources.  See Pronsolino v. Browner,91 F Supp 1337 (ND CA 2000) and Response to
Comments regarding the TMDL for dissolved cadmium, lead and zinc in the CDA River Basin at 57 to 60.
In addition, Idaho law clearly requires TMDLs to address both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.
Idaho Code sections 39-3602(27) (defines TMDL to include load allocations for nonpoint sources);39-
3611(directs development of TMDLs to control point and nonpoint sources of pollution). The segments of
the North Fork Coeur d'Alene River are listed on both the 1996 and 1998 Idaho 303(d) water quality
limited segments list.  The sub-basin assessment for the North Fork confirmed that the waters at issue do
not meet state water quality standards.  Therefore, TMDLs are required under CWA section 303(d).

Comment 1b: Point source "impacts" have not been shown to be a "problem" in either TMDL and since
303d is limited to point sources, no TMDL is required.
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Response 1b: DEQ disagrees that 303d only requires TMDLs for point sources.  See response to comment
1a. Moreover, the SBA clearly indicates that adits discharges (discrete point sources) are well above 25%
of the metals loads under the lowest discharge conditions.  Some of these percentages approach 50% (page
16 SBA).  These data demonstrate that the adit discharges are a significant part of the metals standards
exceedence problem.

Comment 1c: Both DEQ and EPA have failed to comply with the CWA mandate of Section 304(a)(2)(D).

Response 1c: DEQ is not mandated to take any action pursuant to 304(a)(2)(D).  EPA, however, did
publish information (December 28, 1978 Federal Register) that all pollutants are suitable for maximum
daily load measurement and correlation with the achievement of water quality objectives.

Comment 1d: DEQ cannot ignore the APA process.

Response 1d: TMDLs are plans for the restoration of water bodies to the level of the water quality
standards.  Idaho Code section 39-3602 ("Total maximum daily load (TMDL) means a plan for a water
body not fully supporting designated beneficial uses…") TMDLs do not have the force and effect of law
and are not required to follow the APA rule-making process.

Idaho Code section 39-3611 addresses the development of TMDLs and requires TMDLs be developed in
accordance with those sections of law that provide for involvement of BAGs and WAGs, and as required
by the federal Clean Water Act.  There is no requirement in this section that the TMDL be developed as a
rule.

Idaho Code section 39-3612, on the other hand, addresses the integration of TMDLs, once completed, with
other water quality related programs and provides that this integration is subject to the provisions of the
Idaho Administrative Procedures Act.  Thus, to the extent required by the IDAPA, DEQ, and other
designated agencies, must follow the IDAPA provisions when TMDLs are implemented and enforced
under applicable state programs.

Given the scope of the TMDL program and requirements of the court-approved schedule for development
of TMDLs, it is clear the IDAPA rulemaking provisions are not applicable.  The schedule for development
of TMDLs in Idaho is the product of federal court litigation.  According to the TMDL schedule, from 1997
to 1999, DEQ was to develop 529 TMDLs.  Under the IDAPA, rules must be approved by the legislature
before they become effective.  Because of this and other rulemaking requirements, rules typically take
almost a year to promulgate.  Idaho Code section 39-3601 et seq was enacted in response to this federal
TMDL litigation and the legislature certainly never intended DEQ to attempt to promulgate hundreds of
required TMDLs as rules.

The federal APA does not require EPA adopt TMDLs as rules.  Moreover, given the short deadlines in
section 303d of the CWA, including the requirement that TMDLs be developed within 30 days of EPA
disapproval of a state TMDL, the CWA clearly does not envision or require TMDLs be developed as rules.

Comment 1e: Draft TMDL circumvents APA process by adding a pollutant and a segment for that
pollutant.

Response 1e: The TMDL is not a rule.  See response to comment 1d. Hecla is probably referring to the fact
that Beaver Creek was demonstrated by monitoring to exceed cadmium, lead and zinc standards.  However,
Beaver Creek is currently listed for sediment.  The policy of DEQ and EPA is to address all pollutants of
concern for 303(d) listed water bodies.  The metals were found to be pollutant of concern because the levels
violate state water quality standards.  DEQ will go through the required process,
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including public notice and participation, to list this water body.  Prior to listing, the TMDL developed will
not be required to be submitted to or reviewed by EPA.

Public comment of sixty days was allowed in the current SBA and TMDL process.  It is clear from the data
that metals standards are exceeded.  Public comment is then being taken and responded to at this time.
Since the data is clear, DEQ has chosen to be thorough and prepare a TMDL for cadmium. Lead and zinc
for Beaver Creek.

Action taken: DEQ will defer the Beaver Creek metals TMDL until the stream is listed for cadmium, lead
and zinc.

Comment 1f: TMDLs are incomplete, thus do not constitute a TMDL as required by regulation; not all
point and nonpoint sources identified.

Response 1f: To our knowledge all point sources of metals have been identified.  The nonpoint sources
have been identified to the state of the knowledge in these watersheds for both metals and sediment.

Comment 1g: Adoption by Idaho of TMDLs must follow the requirements of Idaho's APA for formal rule
making.

Response 1g: See the response to comment 1d.

Comment 2: Failure to comply with Idaho regulations pertaining to sediments. DEQ used modeling and
guidance not in IDAPA 58:01.02-200.08. All parts of subsection 350 are not met.

Response 2: Section 200.08 of the Idaho Water Quality Standards prohibits sediment in quantities which
impair designated beneficial uses.  DEQ acted in compliance with this section of the water quality
standards by using  in-stream beneficial use reconnaissance data  to demonstrate that the beneficial use was
impaired and that sediment was filling pools required by the beneficial use.   The modeling was used to
estimate the amount of sediment yielded to the watershed. Section 350 of the Water Quality Standards
controls enforcement of the standards and the evaluation and modification of best management practices
with respect to nonpoint sources of pollution.  Section 350.01.a ("Violations of water quality standards
which occur in spite of implementation of best management practices will not be subject to enforcement
action."); Section 350.01.b ("[F]ailure to meet general or specific water quality criteria, or failure to fully
protect a beneficial use, shall not be considered a violation of the water quality standards for the purpose of
enforcement."); Section 350.02 (provides that if BMPs not met, enforcement actions can be pursued when
narrative or numeric standards are violated). Section 350 is not relevant to DEQ's determination of whether
water quality meets the requirements of 200.08 or DEQ's development of a TMDL.  Section 350, however,
will be relevant to DEQ's implementation of the TMDL because it addresses the program DEQ and other
designated agencies will use to make those reductions from nonpoint sources necessary to meet Water
Quality Standards.

Comment 3: DEQ failed to fully consider the effect of natural mineralization.

Response 3: The issue of natural mineralization was addressed in the Coeur d'Alene Basin Metals TMDL
and in the Natural Resource Damage Assessment process.  Technical analysis of forty sites in the
mineralized zone of the Silver Valley demonstrate that metals background in water is somewhat higher than
non-mineralized zones, but well below the metals standards.  A further discussion of this point can be
found on page 35 of the Coeur d'Alene Basin Metals TMDL response to comments and in the Technical
Support Document.  DEQ assumes that this data is applicable to the mineralized zone of the North Fork
Coeur d'Alene watershed. A further discussion of natural background metals concentrations will be placed
in the SBA.
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Comment 4: The proposed "margin of safety" is highly inappropriate.

Response 4: The rationale for the margin of safety (MOS) is part of the TMDLs.  For metals the MOS is
based on the precision of stream discharge measurements and the analytical precision of metals
measurements.  The sediment TMDL incorporates the MOS into the conservative goal of 50% above
background sediment yields.  Below this level of sediment yield the referenced studies indicate that water
quality impairment is not observed.

Comment 5: Use of models and guidance not appropriate in a regulatory context.

Response 5: See response to comment 1d.  The use of models and guidance to interpret water quality
standards and develop TMDLs is clearly authorized by the CWA and state law. The Idaho APA allows
agencies to develop and use written statements which pertain to an interpretation of a rule or to the
compliance with a rule without going through formal rulemaking.  Idaho Code section 67-5201(19).

Miscellaneous Comments:

Comment: DEQ internal guidance documents not followed.

Response: The comment does not identify which internal DEQ guidance document(s) were not followed.
In the opinion of the technical staff and internal reviewers, internal DEQ guidance was followed.

Comment: The hydrograph in section 2.1.1.2 is developed for data through 1997.  Why not through 1999 or
2003?

Response: This hydrograph was updated through water year 2000 data and will be for the final SBA.

Comment: Define or explain the term "multiple resource outputs" on page 5.

Response: Multiple resource outputs refers to the USFS multiple use policy under which federal forest
lands which make up most of the watershed are managed for timber, recreation, wildlife, watershed and
other resource outputs. The meaning of multiple resource outputs will be clarified in the text of the SBA.

Comment: Hecla not familiar with the Raymond -Carlisle; mines known to Hecla as the Ray Jefferson and
the Carlisle, page 5.

Response: The SBA is in error on the nomenclature of the Ray Jefferson Mill site. The Carlisle Mine is the
name that the remedial investigation documents ascribe to the adit. DEQ staff consulted with Hecla staff
and corrected the errors in naming in the SBA.

Comment: Fish surveys from seven years ago should not be used to make today's determinations, page 5.

Response: The SBA is required to use the most current data and lack of information is not an excuse to
delay TMDL development.  These surveys are the most current data on many streams of the North Fork.
The Idaho Department of Fish & Game advises DEQ that they are most reflective of the fish populations of
the North Fork Coeur d'Alene River watershed.

Comment: It is stated unlisted water bodies contribute to listed water bodies and actions must be taken on
the unlisted water bodies, page 8  The opinion is expressed that no legal authority exists to do this.

Response: Under both federal and state law, TMDLs must address all sources of a pollutant to a listed
water body. Idaho Code section 39-3611 specifically directs DEQ to identify all sources within the
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watershed that are contributing pollutants to the listed water body.  In addition, CWA 303(d) requires that
TMDLs be established at levels necessary to implement applicable water quality standards.  Absent
controls

on upstream sources, DEQ would lack the assurance that the TMDL for downstream waters would result in
the attainment of water quality standards.   In the case of the North Fork Coeur d'Alene River, the segment
from Yellow Dog Creek to the mouth of the river is listed for sediment.  Sediment sources exist throughout
the watershed above this segment as well as in this segment.  This fact of geography and the fact that
sediment is a pollutant natural to all watersheds requires that the North Fork Coeur d'Alene River TMDL
address all water courses of the watershed. The point that a TMDL for sediment of all stream courses was
further clarified in the SBA and sediment TMDL.

Comment: On page 8 all regulatory citations should be updated, P.8 onward.

Response: This was an oversight of the change of citations as IDEQ became a Department. The corrections
were made in the SBA.

Comment: On page 9 quote of sediment narrative standard is not correct.

Response: This is correct. There are minor errors in the quote of the standard. These errors were corrected.

Comment: Turbidity criteria should be clarified as below mixing zones of point sources, page 9.

Response: The standard is applicable below mixing zones, however it is based on salmomid sight feeding
requirements.  Since the standard has this technical basis it is often used to interpret the narrative sediment
standards as a deleterious impact on the beneficial use. The clarification concerning the mixing zone was
supplied as a footnote as well as clarification that this benchmark can be used to interpret the narrative
sediment standard.

Comment: No direct monitoring of sediment inputs, yet time to complete this by 2003, page 10.

Response: Direct quantification of sediment is a most expensive and time consuming undertaking. If
carried out correctly, sediment monitoring should proceed through seven water years.  The court schedule
did not provide for a seven year monitoring time frame nor does the state have the budget to monitor
sediment on the numerous water bodies listed for sediment.  The modeling approach was taken for this
reason. These points were incorporated into the SBA at section 2.3.2.3.

Comment: Disconnect between sentences, page 12. The disconnect was not found.

Response: The disconnected sentences were not found.

Comment: Legend for map on page 13 should clarify mines and mills.

Response: DEQ agrees that this would give the figure greater utility. The figure will be re-plotted to mark
the mills.

Comment:  The 90th percentile hardness is 20 it should be 25, page 14; Table 6.

Response: The 90th percentile of the hardness data set for Beaver Creek is 20 mg/L calcium carbonate.
The metals standards as applied in the TMDL are cut off at a hardness of 25. There is no application of a
standard below this level.
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Comment: Is table 7 (page 15) the TMDL for the stream at these flow tiers?

Response: Table 7 provides in-stream measurement of the metal loads in the four flow tiers for Beaver and
East Fork Eagle Creeks. It is not the loading capacity, it is the current measured metals loads.

Comment: Seasonal variability is not addressed by the TMDL. (page 15 table 7).

Response: Table 7 divides the metals loads measured in-stream into the various flow tiers based on the
discharge when the measurement was taken.  Table 7 specifically addresses seasonal variability.  Table 7 is
not however the TMDL (see comment response above).

Comment: At these tiers are the criteria exceeded at each tier? (page 15, Table 7)

Response: At these tiers the metals standards are exceeded in every case.

Comment: No actual data for the adits addressed in the TMDL; there is time to collect this data before
2003, page 15.

Response: The concentration data for the adit discharges is actual data from the EPA remedial investigation
database.  The discharges come from this database as well.  They are weighted for annual discharge based
on a synthetic hydrograph developed from the Gem adit discharge record.  The data base source should
have been cited in the text.  The adit discharge database source is cited in the SBA text page 15.

Comment: It is not clear how the weighted discharge is calculated, page 16, Table 8.

Response: The procedure was not sufficiently outlined in Appendix A.  This change was made to Appendix
A and referenced on page 15-16 of the SBA.

Comment: Are non-discrete discharges all monitored; there is time to monitor these discharges, page 17
section 2.3.2.2.1.6.

Response: The non-discrete sources are based on the best professional judgement of USFS, USGS and
DEQ staff.  Monitoring these sources would again constitute a time consuming and expensive under taking
which would not be completed prior to the 2003 deadline.

Comment: Explain "abundant evidence" page 17 section 2.3.2.3.  It is again noted that bed load is based on
modeling not on monitoring. Is there any measure of current bed load not past. Important because current
activities blamed for past activities.

Response: The abundant evidence is provided in the following pages in terms of RASI and residual pool
volume data.  These data are supported by the model results.

Comment: Some discussion of the limitations of RASI should be provided, page 17 section 2.3.2.3.1.

Response: RASI is simply a method to estimate how much of the bed load of the stream is in motion during
the two-year flow event. This method is explained in the text. Its limitations are based solely on selection of
point bars and measurements of particle sizes.  These limitations are self-evident.

Comment: Limitations of residual pool volume should be discussed., page 19 section2.3.2.3.2.

Response: The limitations of residual pool volume measurement are the number of stream feet assessed.
DEQ uses 20 times bank full width as explained in the text, because hydrologic theory holds that a stream
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repeats itself in this reach length.  The other limitation is measurement of the pool parameters.  These
limitations are again self-evident.

Comment: Absence of sculpins indicates the presence of heavy metals.  How are other factors ruled out?

Response: It is a common observation in the Natural Resource Damage Assessment documents, the
beneficial use reconnaissance data, and the site specific criteria preparatory inventories that Sculpin are not
found downstream of metals sources.  They are found in streams where all other factors are present except
metals.  The interaction is likely not a column water quality factor because the site-specific studies have
found sculpin relatively resistant to metals in the water column. The SBA text was augmented to cover the
points stated above.

Comment: Many other factors listed could explain the difference in fish population densities between St.
Joe and North Fork Coeur d'Alene River, there is time to explore these.

Response: The two factors believed by Fish & Game personnel that affect fish populations on a watershed
wide basis are fish harvest and habitat changes.  In this case the habitat change that the data points to is
pool filling by sediment.  Fish & Game management personnel are of the opinion that fishing harvest
regulations are better adhered to the North Fork than in the St. Joe. This opinion points to the
sedimentation.  An SBA of the St. Joe River above the St. Maries River confluence has been completed by
DEQ using a similar approach.  This assessment found generally high fish densities, sufficient residual pool
volume and the limited RASI data indicates more stable streambed.  This result bolsters the argument that
sediment filling of pools in the North Fork Coeur d'Alene River is effecting fish populations adversely.
Language was added describing the St. Joe River findings at page 21 of the SBA.

Comment: CWE method should be completely explained.  What information is there on the condition of
roads.

Response: The CWE method is documented in full reports by IDL whose process it is.  This report should
have been referenced.  It is now referenced in the SBA.

Comment: Problems are apparent with sediment model. 1) Cannot comment on applicability of the five
reference watersheds; 2) Why doesn’t the Forest Service know about failures? 3)Agricultural areas have no
delivery route to the North Fork and should be zero. 4) It is hard to understand why burned areas have six
times less sediment. 5) Road encroachment based on mean channel width; also fifty feet from the stream is
not actual proof of stream in floodplain.6) Not appropriate to annualize events.7) above shortcomings
should be remedied with field surveys.

Response: 1) The five reference belt rock watersheds were assessed in the 17010303 SBA.  These
watershed that are listed are all on a similar Belt geology and a predominantly forested watersheds.  Two,
Wolf Lodge and Cedar Creeks are across the ridge from the North Fork watershed. 2) These streams were
assessed by CWE and constituted the best means to estimate the failures and CWE scores in the North
Fork.  The fact is that the Panhandle National Forests have not developed a road failure survey.  As the
reference watersheds indicate road failures are not a large factor on forested Belt terrain.  This may be why
the Forest Service has not invested in such a survey.  3) Agricultural lands are located next to the river in
the floodplain.  Close inspection will find micro-drainages to the river.  The RUSLE model assumes stream
delivery when agricultural lands are adjacent to a water body. 4) Areas that were heavily burned were not
assessed to yield six times less sediment.  Rather these values are a correction bringing acreage that is
treated as fully stocked up to the level of non-stocked.  The rationale is that large double burn areas yield
for many years loading sediment to streams.  Latour Creek is an example of a stream with this phenomena.
The adjustment was deemed necessary by the sediment TAG advising DEQ as the best means to take such
cases into account by the model.  5) As demonstrated in Appendix B the mean channel width is developed
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from a very large data set.  The sediment TAG attempted to develop this value continuously using s GIS
approach and relations between stream bank full width and watershed size. This approach is at the edge of
GIS capability (Students at University of Washington are working on software to do this).  For this reason
DEQ defaulted to the mean bank full width approach.   The 50-meter estimation was a parameter agreed
upon by the sediment TAG.  It is an assumption, which will be verified in any road removal
implementation along with a host of other considerations. 6) It may not be scientifically correct, however
TMDL are stated in mass per unit time. Thus annualization is necessary for a pollutant that loads
episodically.  7) The funding and time is not available to study the many issues brought up.  These will be
studied on a site by site basis as the plan to implement the TMDL is executed. These seven points were
clarified further in the SBA and TMDL texts.

Comment: Thre stream’s bank and bed owner is state of Idaho.  If sediment is a problem, DEQ must
address the problem by sediment regulations.

Response: The format by which any water quality limitation is addressed is clearly outlined in sections
303(d) and 303(e) CWA.  This is to assess the problem, create goals and allocation of the pollutant of
concern and an implementation plan to meet these goals and allocations.  This TMDL process is the
process the state is following to comply with the CWA and a judicial order.

Comment: First table of Appendix A is not comprehensive; map sites are missing, most dates are missing,
an explanation of acronyms and units is missing.

Response: DEQ agrees with this assessment of the table supplied by the US Geological Survey. The table
was revised.

Comment: Gem discharge data does not show units.

Response: The units are gallons per minute. This change was made in the table as part of the revision to
better clarify how the synthetic hydrograph for the adits was developed.

Comment: Method of USGS measurement at Harrison.

Response: USGS was measuring suspended and bed load at Harrison.  However, more pertinent data is in
the feasibility study for the North Fork at Enaville.  This information was from bed load and suspended
load collection. The North Fork Coeur d'Alene River at Enaville data was used in the revised text.  The
feasibility study and the USGS method from the RI/FS documents were referenced.

Thank you for the comments that were developed on the North Fork Coeur d’Alene River Sub-basin
Assessment and TMDLs.  If you have questions concerning our responses or the actions taken, please
contact me at 208-769-1422.

Sincerely,

Geoffrey W. Harvey
Watershed Coordinator
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